


























































































































Subsequently, on June 15, 2010, the ISC adopted an SAV alleging three counts of
misconduct: violations of clauses 1 and 3 of the House Code of Official Conduct (House Rule
XXIII), and paragraph 5 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service. The ISC transmitted the
SAYV to the full Committee on July 28, 2010. Shortly thereafter, the Committee established an
Adjudicatory Subcommittee (ASC) to conduct a hearing on the SAV.

On October 7, 2010, the Chair of the ASC scheduled a hearing in Representative Waters’
matter for November 21, 2010. On or about October 12, 2010, the Committee postponed the
date of the hearing by one week, until November 29, 2010.

On November 15, 2010, two weeks before the hearing was to occur, staff submitted a
formal motion to the ASC to recommit the matter to the ISC, on the grounds that staff had
obtained new evidence in the matter. On November 18, 2010, the ASC voted to recommit the
matter to the ISC.

By the end of the 111™ Congress, the Committee recognized the need to hire Outside
Counsel to complete this matter. However, the need to reconstitute the Committee’s staff in the
1120 Congress delayed the resolution of Representative Waters” matter by, among other things,
delaying the retention of Outside Counsel. The Committee ultimately retained attorney Billy
Martin to serve as Outside Counsel on July 20, 2011.

The Committee’s first charge to Outside Counsel was a thorough review of serious
allegations regarding the Committee’s own conduct in this matter. Those allegations included
charges that the Committee and its staff had violated Representative Waters’ due process rights
in several respects during the course of the Committee’s investigation. Mr. Martin thus
conducted an extensive review of allegations raised by both Representative Waters and the

Committee itself, which included a document review comprising more than 100,000 pages,
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interviews of 26 witnesses, including all Members of the Committee from the 111 Congress as
well as all current and former staff with knowledge of the relevant issues, and a significant and
thorough analysis of the relevant legal issues. The vast majority of this review took place
between July 2011 and the end of 2011. However, one significant witness, refused to testify
without the issuance of a subpoena, and then indicated an intention to assert the Fifth
Amendment privilege when the subpoena was issued. The witness did ultimately provide
testimony, but the witness’s recalcitrance delayed the completion of the first phase of Outside
Counsel’s review by at least four months.

On February 17, 2012, based on the advice received from Outside Counsel, six Members
of the Committee for the 112™ Congress—the Chairman, the Ranking Member, and all current
Committee Members who also served on the Committee during the 111™ Congress—voluntarily
requested recusal from this matter. Further, all current Committee staff who were involved in

Representative Waters’” matter in the 11 1m

Congress were recused from the matter.

Outside Counsel did not find any evidence of wrongdoing by any Member of the
Committee, and no Member requested recusal because of any such wrongdoing. Instead, the
Members requested recusal because:

1) They believed that, out of an abundance of caution and to avoid even an appearance
of unfairness, their voluntary recusal would climinate the possibility of questions,
being raised as to the partiality or bias of Committee Members considering this
matter;

2) They wanted to assure the public, the House, and Representative Waters that this

investigation was continuing in a fair and unbiased manner; and
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3) They wanted to move this matter forward in a manner that supported the greatest

public confidence in the ultimate conclusions of this Committee.

On February 17, 2012, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, with input from the
Minority Leader, appointed six substitute Committee members who were charged solely with
resolving Representative Waters” matter. The six new Committee members, Representatives
Bob Goodlatte, Mike Simpson, Steve LaTourette, Shelley Moore Capito, Tim Griffin, and John
Sarbanes, joined the four members of the standing Committee who had no role in the

investigation of Representative Waters’ matter in the 111®

Congress. These 10 Members were
referred to as the “Waters Committee.” Representative Goodlatte served as the acting Chairman
and Representative John Yarmuth, of the standing Committee, served as the acting Ranking
Member.

Upon completion of Outside Counsel’s due process review, Outside Counsel submitted
his conclusions from that review to the Waters Committee in May 2012. On June 6, 2012, the
Acting Chairman and Acting Ranking Member of the Waters Committee wrote to Representative
Waters, notifying her that upon the advice of Outside Counsel, the Waters Committee had
unanimously found that none of the individual allegations raised regarding the conduct of
Committee Members or staff, nor the totality of the circumstances of those claims, amounted to a
deprivation of her due process rights.

Only upon conclusion of the first phase of the review was Outside Counsel authorized to
conduct a de novo review of the actual substance of the allegations against Representative
Waters. This review was similarly thorough; Outside Counsel reviewed all prior ISC and staff

interview transcripts and all documents produced to the Committee, and also re-interviewed

several key witnesses. Members of the Waters Committee also reviewed many of these ISC and
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staff interview transcripts and key documents. Finally, after providing Representative Waters
and her chief of staff the opportunity to appear before the Committee, the Waters Committee
held a public hearing on September 21, 2012. The Committee heard Representative Waters’
chief of staff’s testimony and fully considered it.

Based on the work of Outside Counsel, the Waters Committee’s own evaluation of that
work, and Representative Waters’ chief of staff’s testimony at the public hearing, the Waters
Committee made their own determinations with respect to Representative Waters and her chief
of staff.

With respect to Representative Waters’ actions to set up a meeting between the then-
Treasury Secretary and representatives from the National Bankers Association—who were also
associated with OneUnited—Outside Counsel concluded that Representative Waters reasonably
believed, at the time she requested the meeting, that the attendees would be speaking on behalf of
minority banks generally. While it appears that all of the minority bankers who attended the
meeting were associated with OneUnited, and that OneUnited was alone in requesting substantial
financial assistance from the Treasury Department at the meeting, the record indicates that
Representative Waters did not have reason to know of either of these facts when she arranged the
meeting. Accordingly, Outside Counsel recommended that the Waters Committee find that
Representative Waters reasonably believed she was arranging the Treasury meeting on behalf of
a broad class of minority banks, and that in doing so she did not violate any House rule, law,
regulation, or other applicable standard of conduct. The Waters Committee unanimously agreed
with Outside Counsel’s recommendation.

Outside Counsel also reviewed allegations that Representative Waters’ chief of staff took

steps to assist OneUnited after Representative Waters realized that the bank made a request for
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federal financial assistance from the Treasury Department and that, due to her significant
financial interest in OneUnited, she had a conflict of interest regarding any efforts to provide
specific financial assistance to OneUnited. Outside Counsel concurred in Representative
Waters’ determination that she had a conflict of interest with respect to OneUnited’s request for
specific financial assistance. Outside Counsel also recognized that the House Rules prohibit
Members from doing anything through staff that the Rules prohibit them from doing directly.
Further, longstanding Committee precedent holds Members responsible for the actions of their
staff, when those actions are within the scope of the staff’s official duties. Thus, Outside
Counsel believed that if Representative Waters’ chief of staff knowingly ignored Representative
Waters’ conflict of interest—after the conflict became clear—and facilitated OneUnited’s
request for federal financial assistance, Representative Waters could be responsible for violating
House rules.

However, Outside Counsel recommended that the Committee find that the evidence did
not establish that Representative Waters violated House Rules. As Outside Counsel’s Report
detailed, Representative Waters appeared to have recognized and made efforts to avoid a conflict
of interest with respect to OneUnited. Accordingly, Outside Counsel recommended that the
Waters Committee find that Representative Waters did not violate House Rules by failing to
exercise adequate oversight of her chief of staff with respect to his work on behalf of OneUnited.
The Waters Committee unanimously concurred with this conclusion.

Outside Counsel also analyzed the conduct of Representative Waters’ chief of staff, who
is also her grandson. Outside Counsel considered evidence that Representative Waters told her
chief of staff of her conflict of interest with respect to OneUnited prior to September 19, 2008,

the date on which the chief of staff sent the first of two emails that were unambiguously intended
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to assist OneUnited specifically. Although Outside Counsel concluded that the evidence did not
establish, to a clear and convincing level, that Representative Waters’ chief of staff was directed
not to work on OneUnited matters before September 19, 2008, Outside Counsel believed that
there was evidence to support that finding, and informed the Waters Committee that, based on its
own weighing of the evidence, the Waters Committee could reasonably make that determination.

Outside Counsel also considered evidence, including Representative Waters’ own
testimony, that suggested that Representative Waters’ chief of staff knew or should have
known—regardless of how and when Representative Waters instructed her chief of staff not to
work on OneUnited matters—that Representative Waters had a significant financial interest in,
and thus a potential conflict of interest with respect to, OneUnited. Outside Counsel recognized
this evidence, but recommended that the record, standing alone, did not establish the conclusion
to a clear and convincing standard. Outside Counsel thus deferred to the Waters Committee to
weigh the credibility of the chief of staff’s claimed ignorance of Representative Waters’ financial
interest in OneUnited, in light of the evidence to the contrary. The Waters Committee ultimately
found that the totality of the evidence supported the conclusion that the chief of staff knew or
should have known of Representative Waters’ financial interest in OneUnited. Thus, the Waters
Committee found that the chief of staff knew or should have known that Representative Waters
had a conflict of interest with respect to specific actions to assist OneUnited, regardless of how
and when Representative Waters informed him that she believed such a conflict existed.

Based on the foregoing findings, the Waters Committee voted unanimously to close its
investigation regarding Representative Waters. However, the Waters Committee found that
Representative Waters’ chief of staff knew or should have known of Representative Waters’

financial interest in OneUnited and her conflict of interest in taking official action on the bank’s
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behalf alone, and that the chief of staff thus violated House rules by taking specific actions that
would accrue to the distinct benefit of OneUnited. Accordingly, the Committee unanimously
voted to issue a Letter of Reproval to Representative Waters’ chief of staff for his conduct. On
September 25, 2012, the Waters Committee issued its Report in the matter of Representative

Waters, which included the final Report of Outside Counsel.

Representative Luis V. Gutierrez®

In accordance with the requirements of H. Res. 451, H. Res. 5, Section 4(d) and
Committee Rule 18(e)(2), the Committee convened on August 1, 2011, to consider the arrest of
Representative Luis V. Gutierrez for failure to obey a lawful order from a police officer during a
protest outside the White House on July 26, 2011. Representative Gutierrez paid a $100 fine and
was released following his arrest. Payment of the fine ended legal proceedings in the District of
Columbia with regard to the arrest.

After reviewing and considering this matter, the Committee voted against empanelling an
Investigative Subcommittee related to the conduct of Representative Gutierrez. In reaching this
decision, the Committee considered the scope and nature of the violation, and determined it to be
one for which review by an Investigative Subcommittee was not required. On August 5, 2011,
the Committee submitted a Report to the House of Representatives describing the facts and its

findings regarding this matter.

Representative Jesse Jackson, Jr.
On August 6, 2009, the OCE referred to the Committee allegations regarding

Representative Jesse Jackson, Jr. Pursuant to a request by the Department of Justice, the

8 Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Luis V. Gutierrez, H. Rept. 112-192, 112®
Cong. 1st Sess. (2011).
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Committee voted on September 15, 2009, to defer investigation of the matter. On October 13,
2011, the Department informed the Committee that it would not request any further deferral of
the Committee’s investigation regarding Representative Jackson. The Committee then voted to
end the deferral period on October 13, 2011. On October 18, 2011, the Chairman and Ranking
Member jointly decided to extend the matter of Representative Jackson for a 45-day period
pursuant to Committee Rules 17A(b)(1)(A) and 17A(c)(1). On December 2, 2011, the Chairman
and Ranking Member released a public statement that, pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a), the
Committee would continue to review the matter. On that same date, pursuant to Committee Rule
17A(c)(2), the Committee published OCE’s Report and Findings relating to allegations against
Representative Jackson.

Representative Jackson resigned from the House on November 21, 2012, and the
Committee no longer has jurisdiction over him. As of that date the Committee had not

completed its investigation into this matter.

Todd Poolé’

In accordance with the requirements of Committee Rule 18(e)(2), the Committee
convened on September 8, 2011, to consider the arrest of Todd Poole, an employee of the House,
on August 11, 2011, in North Carolina for driving while impaired and resisting an officer. After
reviewing and considering this matter, the Committee voted against empanelling an Investigative
Subcommittee. In reaching this decision, the Committee considered the scope and nature of the
violation, and determined it to be one for which review by an Investigative Subcommittee was
not required. On September 9, 2011, the Committee submitted a Report to the House of

Representatives describing the facts and its findings regarding this matter.

® Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Todd Poole, H. Rept. 112-203, 112" Cong. 1st Sess. (2011).
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Representative Don Youngw

On June 23, 2011, the OCE commenced a preliminary review of allegations that
Representative Don Young had accepted contributions to his Legal Expense Fund (LEF) in
excess of the limits established by applicable rules. Pursuant to its organizing resolution, the
OCE was required to notify both Representative Young and the Committee that it had begun a
preliminary review. In a letter dated July 6, 2011, Representative Young sought guidance from
the Committee related to twelve $5,000 contributions—the maximum contribution permitted—
made to his LEF by twelve limited liability corporations (LLCs) located in Louisiana.
Representative Young indicated that, prior to accepting the contributions, his office sought
guidance from the LEF’s trustee, Gail R. Schubert, regarding whether contributions from
companies that are separate legal entities and “operate under separate financial records” were
subject to the same contribution limit. The trustee’s opinion was that such contributions were
permissible and not subject to the same contribution limit if the companies were separate legal
entities and operated under separate financial records.

On October 13, 2011, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in
which it recommended further review of allegations that Representative Young may have
accepted contributions to his LEF in excess of the $5,000 per calendar year limit from any
individual or organization.

On November 17, 2011, the Chairman and Ranking Member authorized an investigation
pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a) to gather additional information related to the allegations in
the OCE’s Report and Findings. The Committee also conducted a review of the advice generally

given to individuals with LEFs in interpreting the Legal Expense Fund Regulations issued by the

10 Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Don Young, H. Rept. 112-336, 112" Cong.
1st Sess. (2011).
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Committee on June 10, 1996 (1996 LEF Regulations). Based on the information gathered during
the 18(a) investigation, as well as the Committee’s review of the advice generally given, on
December 14, 2011, the Committee voted unanimously to resolve the issues surrounding
Representative Young’s outstanding request for guidance from the Committee and the
allegations referred by the OCE, by issuing a letter to Representative Young and releasing a
Report.

With respect to Representative Young’s request for guidance from the Committee, the
Committee, in guidance issued contemporaneously with the Report on December 20, 2011,
determined that the $5,000 contributions by the twelve Louisiana LLCs to Representative Young
were permissible under the 1996 LEF Regulations issued by the Committee, and that the LEF’s
acceptance of those contributions did not violate House rules. The Committee also adopted
revised LEF Regulations, issued contemporaneously with the Report, that provide clarity on
several matters related to LEFs, including restrictions on contributions from multiple entities
owned by the same individual or individuals. Those regulations are included in this Report in
Appendix L.

The Committee also dismissed the allegations in the OCE referral. With respect to the
referral from OCE, the Committee determined that, based on the 1996 LEF Regulations and
long-standing Committee advice, multiple entities owned by the same individual or individuals
were permitted to make contributions up to $5,000 per entity if they were separate legal entities.
The twelve Louisiana LLCs were separate legal entities and were separately registered with the
Louisiana Secretary of State. Further, the entities provide separate and distinct products or
services and were formed at different times. Based on those reasons, the Committee voted to

dismiss OCE’s referral.
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Representative Alcee L. Hastings

On November 8, 2011, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in
which it recommended further review of allegations that Representative Alcee L. Hastings may
have violated House Rule XXIII, clause 1, and the Congressional Accountability Act, 2 U.S.C.
§§ 1311(a), 1317(a), where he allegedly engaged in employment discrimination, unwelcome
sexual advances, and unwelcome sexual conduct towards a staffer of the United States
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe. The Committee released OCE’s Report
and Findings on January 11, 2012, and noted in a public statement that the Committee was
continuing to review the allegations pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a).

As of the conclusion of the 112™ Congress the Committee had not completed its

investigation into this matter.

Representative Laura Richardson’!

In October 2010, the Committee received complaints from several members of
Representative Laura Richardson’s staff in both her Washington, D.C., and Long Beach,
California, offices, indicating that Representative Richardson required her staff to perform
campaign work. Based on these complaints, the then-Chair and then-Ranking Republican
Member of the Committee for the 111 Congress authorized Committee staff to conduct an
inquiry into these allegations pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a). On October 15, 2010,
Committee counsel notified Representative Richardson in writing of the inquiry and requested

she make her staff and documents and records available to the Committee. During the 18(a)

" Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Laura Richardson, H. Rept. 112-642,
112" Cong. 2d Sess. (2012).
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phase of the inquiry, Committee staff obtained documents from Representative Richardson and
her staff and interviewed 17 witnesses, including members of Representative Richardson’s staff.

On November 3, 2011, based on the results of the 18(a) investigation and the
recommendation of Committee staff, the Committee empanelled an Investigative Subcommittee
(ISC) to investigate allegations that Representative Richardson, as well as two members of her
official staff, had (1) engaged in improper use of House resources for campaign, personal, and
nonofficial purposes; and (2) improperly required or compelled official staff to perform
campaign work.

At the completion of its investigation, the ISC unanimously concluded that there was
substantial reason to believe that Representative Richardson had violated 31 U.S.C. § 1301,
House Rule XXIII clauses 1, 2, and 8; clause 2 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service;
and other standards of conduct, by improperly using House resources for campaign, personal,
and nonofficial purposes; by requiring or compelling her official staff to perform campaign
work; and by obstructing the investigation of the Committee and the ISC through the alteration
or destruction of evidence, the deliberate failure to produce documents responsive to requests for
information and a subpoena, and/or attempting to influence the testimony of witnesses.

On July 18, 2012, pursuant to a negotiated settlement with Representative Richardson,
the ISC unanimously voted to adopt a Statement of Alleged Violation (SAV) against
Representative Richardson. On July 26, 2012, the ISC submitted a Report to the full Committee
unanimously recommending that the full Committee submit a public report to the House. The
ISC further recommended that the adoption of that Report by the House would serve as a
reprimand of Representative Richardson for her misconduct.  Additionally, the ISC

recommended that the Committee recommend that the House impose a fine on Representative
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Richardson in the amount of $10,000, to be paid no later than December 1, 2012. The ISC
strongly discouraged Representative Richardson from permitting any of her official staff to
perform work on her campaign (either on a paid or volunteer basis), but recommended to the
Committee that, to the extent any of her official staff did perform work on her campaign in the
future, that said staff be required to sign a waiver asserting that such work would be performed
voluntarily and was not compelled by Representative Richardson. As part of the negotiated
resolution, Representative Richardson agreed to waive all further procedural rights in the matter
provided to her by House or Committee rules, and agreed to admit to all seven counts in the
SAV, pay a $10,000 fine by December 1, 2012, and accept all other terms of the ISC's
recommendation.

As part of its investigation, the ISC also inquired as to the role of Representative
Richardson's Chief of Staff, Shirley Cooks, and Deputy District Director, Daysha Austin, in this
matter. Following its investigation, the ISC concluded that Ms. Cooks and Ms. Austin had
required other members of Representative Richardson’s staff to perform campaign work and had
used House resources for campaign purposes. Pursuant to separate negotiated settlements, Ms.
Cooks and Ms. Austin each agreed to waive all further procedural rights in the matter provided
to them by House or Committee rules. The ISC then recommended that the Committee issue
public letters of reproval to Ms. Cooks and Ms. Austin for their conduct. The Committee
accepted this recommendation and issued public Letters of Reproval to Ms. Cooks and Ms.
Austin on August 1, 2012.

On August 1, 2012, the Committee submitted to the House its Report regarding this
matter, in which the Committee adopted the ISC’s Report and all of its recommendations.

Following debate before the full House, the House of Representatives adopted the Committee’s
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Report regarding Representative Richardson by unanimous consent on August 2, 2012, and thus
reprimanded her for her use of official resources for campaign and personal purposes, and for
obstruction of the Committee’s investigation. By adopting the Committee’s Report, the House
of Representatives also imposed a $10,000 fine on Representative Richardson, as recommended

by the ISC and full Committee.

Representative Vern Buchanan (Financial Disclosure Statements)™

On November 8, 2011, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in
which it recommended further review of allegations that Representative Vern Buchanan may
have violated House Rule XXVI, clause 2, and the Ethics in Government Act, 5 U.S.C. app. 4 §
101 et seq., by failing to properly list on his Financial Disclosure Statements for 2007 through
2010 certain positions with a number of entities, as well as certain income from those positions.
Representative Buchanan amended his 2007 through 2010 Financial Disclosure Statements while
the OCE conducted its investigation. On February 6, 2012, pursuant to Committee Rule
17A(c)(2), the Committee published the OCE’s Report and Findings relating to allegations
against Representative Buchanan.

After conducting an investigation of this matter pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a), the
Committee issued a Report on July 10, 2012, in which it unanimously concluded that
Representative Buchanan did not report on his Financial Disclosure Statements for 2007, 2008,
2009, and 2010, in complete and accurate detail, all of the positions or ownership interests he
held with several entities and that he did not accurately report certain income received from

those same entities in the same years. However, the Committee also unanimously determined

12 Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Vernon G. Buchanan, H. Rept. 112-588,
112" Cong. 2d Sess. (2012).
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that these errors and omissions were not substantively different from the hundreds or thousands
of errors and omissions corrected by amendment at the requirement of the Committee every year.
Because Representative Buchanan had remedied the errors and omissions by his subsequent

amendments, the Committee determined that no further action was warranted in this matter.

Representative Vern Buchanan (Campaign Finance/Witness Tampering)

On February 9, 2012, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in
which it recommended further review of allegations that Representative Vern Buchanan may
have violated 18 U.S.C. §§ 201, 1505, and 1512, as well as House Rule XXIII, clause 1, by
making the settlement of a lawsuit against a former business partner contingent on the business
partner signing a false affidavit to be filed with the Federal Election Commission. The
Committee released the OCE’s Report and Findings on May 9, 2012, and noted in a public
statement that the Committee was continuing to review the allegations pursuant to Committee
Rule 18(a).

As of the conclusion of the 112® Congress the Committee had not completed its

investigation into this matter.

Representative Shelley Berkley™

On February 9, 2012, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in
which it recommended further review of allegations that Representative Shelley Berkley used her
official position for personal gain and violated conflict ,of interest precedent by taking official
action on behalf of the University Medical Center of Southern Nevada (UMC) Kidney

Transplant Program in order to prevent the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS)

13 Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Shelley Berkley, H. Rept. 112-716, 112"
Cong. 2d Sess. (2012).
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from terminating the program’s Medicare approval. On March 23, 2012, the Chairman and
Ranking Member issued a public statement and jointly extended the matter referred by the OCE
for an additional 45 days. Prior to the end of the second 45-day period, on June 29, 2012, the full
Committee voted unanimously to empanel an Investigative Subcommittee to investigate
allegations that Representative Shelley Berkley improperly used her official position for her
financial interest, dispensed special favors or privileges to her husband, and allowed her husband
to contact her or members of her staff on behalf of a third party.

The ISC unanimously concluded that the information it obtained indicated that
Representative Berkley violated House Rules, regulations, laws or other standards of conduct
when she permitted her office to take official action specifically on behalf of her husband’s
practice. However, the ISC did not find that Representative Berkley violated any such rules or
laws when she intervened on behalf of UMC in an effort to prevent CMS from terminating
Medicare approval of UMC’s kidney transplant program, or when she permitted her husband to
contact her office on behalf of other business entities, fellow members of a professional
association, or other third parties seeking official action. The ISC adopted its Report on
December 13, 2012, and transmitted it to the full Committee on the same day. In its Report, the
ISC noted that Representative Berkley was entirely cooperative with the investigation, and
credited her testimony both in terms of candor, and in terms of her objective lack of malicious
intent in violating the rules.

On December 20, 2012, after providing Representative Berkley with a copy of the ISC’s
Report and inviting her to a hearing before the full Committee, the Committee unanimously

adopted its own Report. In its Report, the Committee adopted the ISC’s Report and accepted the
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ISC’s recommendations. On December 20, 2012, the Committee submitted its Report to the

House and closed this matter.

In the Matter of the Sudanese Embassy Protest Arrests™

In accordance with the requirements of H. Res. 451, H. Res. 5, Section 4(d) and
Committee Rule 18(e)(2), the Committee convened on March 20, 2012, to consider the arrests of
four Members— Representatives Al Green, James P. McGovern, James P. Moran, and John W.
Olver— for crossing a police line during a protest outside the Embassy of Sudan on March 16,
2012. Each of the four Members paid a $100 fine on the date of their arrest. Payment of the fine
ended legal proceedings in the District of Columbia with regard to each arrest.

After reviewing and considering this matter, the Committee voted against empanelling an
Investigative Subcommittee. In reaching this decision, the Committee considered the scope and
nature of the violation, and determined it to be one for which review by an Investigative
Subcommittee was not required. On March 22, 2012, the Committee submitted a Report to the

House of Representatives describing the facts and its findings regarding this matter.

Representative Robert E. Andrews

On April 2, 2012, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in which it
recommended further review of allegations that Representative Robert Andrews converted funds
from his principal campaign committee and leadership political action committee (PAC) to
personal use by paying for trips to Scotland and to California with family members from
campaign and leadership PAC funds. Committee Rule 17A(j) provides that the Committee may

postpone any reporting requirement related to an OCE referral that falls within that 60-day

Y Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Regarding Arrests of Members of the House During a Protest Outside the
Embassy of Sudan in Washington, DC, on March 16, 2012, H. Rept. 112-419, 112" Cong. 2d Sess. (2012).
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period until after the date of the election in which the subject of the referral is a candidate.
Representative Andrews was on the primary ballot in June 2012. Therefore, the announcement
that the Chairman and Ranking Member jointly decided to extend the matter of Representative
Andrews for a 45-day period pursuant to Committee Rules 17A(b)(1)(A) and 17A() was
postponed until July 17, 2012. On August 31, 2012, the Chairman and Ranking Member
released a public statement that, pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a), the Committee would
continue to review the matter. On that same date, pursuant to Committee Rule 17A(c)(2), the
Committee published OCE’s Report and Findings relating to allegations against Representative
Andrews.

As of the conclusion of the 112 Congress, the Committee had not completed its

investigation into this matter.

Representative Michael G. Grimm

On June 29, 2012, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report in which it
recommended dismissal of allegations that Representative Michael G. Grimm violated federal
campaign finance laws, where he allegedly solicited and accepted prohibited campaign
contributions, including contributions in excess of contribution limits, excessive cash
contributions, contributions from foreign nationals, and contributions made in the name of
another. The OCE’s Report contained additional allegations that Representative Grimm had
filed false information in his campaign finance reports to the Federal Election Commission, and
that he may have improperly sought assistance from a foreign national in soliciting campaign
contributions in exchange for offering to use his official position to assist that individual in

obtaining a green card. The OCE recommended dismissal because it “could not establish with
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sufficient certainty that a violation occurred after Representative Grimm became a Member of
Congress.”

On November 15, 2012, the Committee unanimously voted to continue to affirm
jurisdiction over matters relating to a successful campaign for election to the House of
Representatives. The Committee had previously taken this position with respect to its
jurisdiction in other matters similar to these allegations, where Members had allegedly violated
laws, rules, or standards of conduct when conducting their initial campaign for the House.'
Because the Committee disagreed with the OCE’s conclusion regarding its jurisdiction, the
Committee decided to investigate the matter pursuant to Committee Rule 18(a). However, just
before the Committee would have been required to issue the report of the OCE, the Department
of Justice requested that the Committee defer its consideration of this matter. The Committee
agreed to do so and, consistent with House and Committee Rules, publicly announced the
deferral on November 26, 2012.

As of the conclusion of the 112™ Congress the Committee had not completed its

investigation into this matter.

Representative William L. Owens

On August 30, 2012, the OCE referred to the Committee allegations regarding
Representative William L. Owens. On December 14, 2012, the Chairman and Ranking Member
jointly decided to extend the matter of Representative William Owens for a 45-day period

pursuant to Committee Rules 17A(b)(1)(A) and 17A()).

15 See, e.g., House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, In the Matter of Representative Earl F. Hilliard, H.
Rept. 107-130, 107" Cong. 1st Sess. (2001); House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, In the Matter of
Representative Jay Kim, H. Rept. 105-797, 105™ Cong. 2d Sess. at 6, 677 (1998).
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Representative Aaron Schock

On August 30, 2012, the OCE referred to the Committee allegations regarding
Representative Aaron Schock. On December 14, 2012, the Chairman and Ranking Member
jointly decided to extend the matter of Representative Aaron Schock for a 45-day period

pursuant to Committee Rules 17A(b)(1)(A) and 17A().

Representative Silvestre Reyes

On August 30, 2012, the OCE forwarded to the Committee a Report and Findings in
which it recommended further review of allegations that Representative Silvestre Reyes violated
31 U.S.C. § 1301, 18 U.S.C. § 607, 2 U.S.C. § 439a(b)(1), 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(1)()(E), and
House Rule XXIII, clause 6(b), where public records indicated that Representative Reyes may
have held campaign meetings on House property, and that he may have improperly used
campaign funds to pay for certain expenses related to his daughter’s residence. The Committee

released OCE’s Report and Findings on November 28, 2012.

As of the conclusion of the 112® Congress, the Committee had not completed its
investigation in this matter. Representative Reyes lost his primary election and the Committee

will not have jurisdiction over him after January 3, 2013.

Joy Henrichs'®

In accordance with the requirements of Committee Rule 18(¢)(2), the Committee
convened on November 15, 2012, to consider the arrest of Joy Henrichs, an employee of the
House, on August 16, 2012, in Virginia for driving under the influence. After reviewing and

considering this matter, the Committee voted against empanelling an Investigative

16 Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Joy Henrichs, H. Rept. 112-696, 112 Cong. 2d Sess. (2012).
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Subcommittee. In reaching this decision, the Committee considered the scope and nature of the
violation, and determined it to be one for which review by an Investigative Subcommittee was
not required. On November 16, 2012, the Committee submitted a Report to the House of

Representatives describing the facts and its findings regarding this matter.

Representative Tim Ryan] 7

In accordance with the requirements of H. Res. 451, H. Res. 5, Section 4(d) and
Committee Rule 18(e)(2), the Committee convened on December 19, 2012, to consider the
charge filed against Representative Tim Ryan on August 25, 2012, in Virginia for public
intoxication. On December 4, 2012, Representative Ryan was found not guilty of the charge.
After reviewing and considering this matter, the Committee voted against empanelling an
investigative subcommittee. In reaching this decision, the Committee considered the scope and
nature of the violation, and determined it to be one for which review by an investigative
subcommittee was not required. On December 20, 2012, the Committee submitted a report to

the House of Representatives describing the facts and its findings regarding this matter.

Countrywide Financial Corporation

On December 19, 2012, the Committee completed its review of allegations related to the
“V.LP.” program of the Countrywide Financial Corporation (Countrywide). On December 27,
2012, the Chairman and Ranking Member issued a public statement regarding the resolution of
this matter as well as a general advisory to Members and employees regarding the use of one’s

position in the House of Representatives for personal gain or benefit.

17 Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of. Representative Tim Ryan, H. Rept. 112-710, 112™ Cong. 2d Sess. (2012).
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Numerous allegations were made that certain Members and employees of the House of
Representatives acted improperly when they received “discounts” on personal residential or
vacation property loans, or when their loan applications were handled by an office within
Countrywide called the “V.ILP Loan Unit,” or handled as “Friends of Angelo,” referring to
Angelo Mozilo, the former CEO of Countrywide. In addition, the evidence suggested that
certain House employees made explicit requests to Countrywide lobbyists or spoke to a
Countrywide lobbyist about their personal loan needs, and that the lobbyists then facilitated those
loans.

While these allegations concern serious matters, almost all of the allegations concerned
actions taken outside, or well outside, the jurisdiction of this Committee, as designated in House
Rule XI, clause 3(b)(3), because they occurred before the third Congress prior to the current
Congr¢ss. In addition, several of the Members and employees mentioned in the allegations are
no longer serving in or employed by the House, and therefore are outside the Committee’s
jurisdiction pursuant to House Rule XI, clause 3(a)(2).

After a lengthy and deliberate review, including more than 2,000 of pages of
documentation provided by Countrywide or its successor, Bank of America, as well as giving
careful and serious consideration to the submission and reports of the Chairman of the
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, the Committee unanimously agreed to end its
review with the publication of a statement and the issuance of a general advisory. That general

advisory is reprinted in Appendix I and is available on the Committee’s web site.
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Other Committee investigative actions
In addition to the publicly disclosed matters discussed in this Report, the Committee
either commenced review of, or continued to review from the 111% Congress, 69 investigative

matters. Of these 69 matters which remain confidential, 42 were resolved in the 112™ Congress.

63



